-

- .

- T I EE E WS T N . |

- T S N

COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT

JAN 1981

COASTAL ZONE
INFORMATION CENTER



\;

- I N N B .

- me .. l
\(\ \ (-v‘-v:‘\'“-(“-('\ib NITERRNR \ ‘/'dek_,i‘c‘ SN
: 3

CHY VL

|
v

v
)f)-k(fk AN

Coy

- .
T

XPEVa'R)

Y

~ IR
1A

__B

Q B4ss g

TEAN 1 51998

WISCONSIN COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT STRATEGY

Office of Coastal Management
Wisconsin Department of Administration
January, 1981

Coastal Energy Facilities and Activities

Wisconsin coastal counties are currently most impacted by, and expect to
be most impacted in the near future by, electric generating stations and
transmission lines, coal transportation and storage facilities,
petroleum processing and storage facilities, and natural gas
transportation and storage facilities. Wisconsin also expects
potentially significant impacts from new coastal alternative energy
facilities such as alcohol fuel production plants, wood-fired power
plants, and both central and dispersed wind energy conversion systems.

A. Coastal Coal-Fired Power Plants. Two major new coal-fired power
plants, with a total capacity of 1600 MW, are under construction
at Pleasant Prairie (Kenosha County) and Edgewater (Sheboygan
County). Three locations in Brown, Oconto, and Ozaukee County ars
currently under comsideration as sites for two 400 MW units which
will be constructed during the mid-1980s. The Haven Site
(Sheboygan County), originally proposed for a now-cancelled
nuclear unit, may also be considered for a coal-fired plant (See
Figure 2).

B. Radiocactive Waste Disposal/Storage Facilities at Existing Coastal
Nuclear Power Plants. Spent fuel storage pools have recently been
expanded at the Point Beach and Kewaunee nuclear power plants. A
ma jor repair operation at Point Beach, the removal of defective
Steam generators, will require construction of barge unloading
facilities and permanent disposal facilities for high-level .
radioactive waste. On—site disposal facilities is a prime |}
consideration at the present time (See Figure 2).

C. Coastal Coal Transportation and Storage Facilities. Coal
transportation is a major activity in the Ports of Ashland, Green
Bay, Manitowoc, Milwaukee, Port Washington, Sheboygan, and
Superior. Wisconsin Great Lakes ports currently receive more than
3 and 1/2 million tons of eastern coal per year and ship out 4
million tons of western coal per year.: Western coal shipments
from the existing Superior Midwest Energy Terminal are expected to
at least double in the next five years, and new transshipment
facilities are being considered for Green Bay, Kewaunee, Superior
and several sites in Southeastern Wisconsin. Western coal
shipments from Wisconsin could reach 10 to 20 million toms per
year by 1985. Eastern coal shipments, essential for Wisconsin's
utilities and paper mills, are anticipated to double by 1990.
Green Bay will be most effected by increased eastern goal A
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receipts. Increased shipments of both eastern and western coal
will increase demand for coal carrying vessels. A major facility
for the construction and repair of coal vessels (and oil tankers)
is the Bay Shipyard in Sturgeon Bay, Wisconsin. This facility has
constructed 15 self unloading bulk cargo carriers, suitable for
carrying coal or iron ore or both, since 1970, and anticipates
increased demand for such ships in the near future. The yard
currently services approximately 12 ships per year. Largely as a
result of work on coal ships and oil tankers, employment at Bay
Shipyard has increased from 1,100 workers in 1976 to its current
level of more than 1,900 workers.

Three coastal rail lines will be heavily impacted by increased
unit train coal deliveries: the Burlington Northern to Superior,
the Green Bay and Western to Green Bay and Kewaunee, and the
Chicago and Northwestern from the Illinois border to Sheboygan.
Non-unit train deliveries on other coastal rail lines will alsoc
increase (See Figure 1).

Coastal Natural Gas and Petroleum Transportation and Storage

Facilities. All 15 of Wisconsin's coastal counties are currently
transversed by natural gas pipelines. A major natural gas
pipeline is scheduled for construction across the Lake Superior
coastal counties in 1981 and 1982. Douglas County is currently
under consideration as a site for a natural gas processing plant.
Wisconsin Natural Gas Company 1s currently expanding its liquified
natural gas peak shaving facilities at Oak Creek in Milwaukee
County. A major oil company is planning a reorganization and
expansion of its terménal facilities at Jonmes Island in Milwaukee
harbour. Coastal locations will also be impacted by oil storage
facilities associated with new coal-fired power plants, since
these plants rely upon fuel oil for boiler start—ups and flame
stabilization. ‘

Coastal Biomass Energy Conversion Facilities. Wisconsin has

abundant blomass resources, and the utilizatlon of these resources
will involve the construction of major new facilities in coastal
counties. Majoé alcohol fuel production facilities are currently
proposed for the Ports of Green Bay, Milwaukee, and Superior, and
sites in Algoma, Ashland, Manitowoec, and Sheboygan are under
consideration. These facilities will convert whole grain, grain
dust, and grain and seed spoilage into alcohol, which will be
mixed with unleaded gasoline to produce gasohol. An existing
oil-and coal=fired power plant in Ashland has converted two of its
steam boilers to a mixture of wood waste and western coal.
Additional conversions to wood waste are expected, and related
facilities such as wood densification and/or pelletization
facilities are expected to be constructed in the Lake Superior
coastal counties. An existing Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF)
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processing plant is located in Milwaukee, and similar facilities
are under consideration in Brown and Sheboygan Counties (See
Figure 3).

F. Wind Energy Conversion Systems. There is great interest in both
large and small scale wind machines, sited individually or in
so—called "wind farms”, throughout Wisconsin's coastal areas.
Individual residences and businesses have already installed or are
rlanning to install small scale wind energy systems. An electric
utility in northern Wisconsin is collecting wind speed data on the
Bayfield peninsula, in order to assess the feasibility of
installing large scale wind generators there. The Eastern
Wisconsin utilities have commissioned a study of central wind
generating stations employing two MW or larger wind turbines. A
consultant hired by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission has
developed a proposal for the installation of 30,000 small-scale
(40 XW) wind machines at dispersed locations throughout the
eastern part of the state to displace the generation requirements
of one 400 MW coal fired power plant.

Anticipated Coastal Energy Impacts

The economic, envirommental, and social impacts of traditional
facilities such as power plants and coal docks are relatively well
understood. Great Lakes coastal energy facilities impacts are usually
most serious in the areas of envirommental and recreational loss,
transportation impacts, and construction impacts. Nonetheless, the
operating impacts of these facilities can be substantial. The impacts
of newer energy systems such as alcohol fuel productiom facilities,
large wood=fired utility boilers, and wind energy conversion systems are
not yet well understood.

A, Environmental and Recreational Losses. The construction and

operation of coal transportation and storage facilities, power
plants, and oil and natural gas transportation and storage
facilities have direct and immediate impacts on the uses of
coastal lands. Impacts from existing facilities are as important
as the potential impacts of new and expanded facilities and
activities. Construction and operation of these facilities
preempts large areas of land which could be used for recreation or
natural areas. The visual and noise pollution from these
facilities affect not only the immediate site but the use of land
and water areas adjacent to these facilities as well. Increased
harbor traffic by coal and oil vessels restricts recreational use
of harbor areas for fishing, boating, swimming, and other
activities. 011 spills, natural gas exploslons, and runoff,
leachates, and fugitive dust emissions from coal piles, pose
significant risks to the environment.
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Socio=Economic Impacts. While soclio—-economic impacts are

generally not the greatest area of concern regarding new Great
Lakes coastal energy facilities, some of these facilities do
result in substantial local impacts. A good example is the
increased production of coal ships and oil tankers in Sturgeon
Bay. The influx of workers to this facility has a significant
impact upon the local housing market and upon the local
govermment's ability to provide educational, health and emergency
services. The construction of power plants, involving~up-to a
thousand or more construction workers over a four to five year
period can significantly impact coastal communities, even though
the operation of these facilities may require less than 200
permanent new workers. Social disruption resulting from the
displacement of residences and farms as well as community
disruption by construction traffic, noise and dust are also
serious concerns.

Trangportation Impacts. Coal transportatiom and storage
facilities may seriously disrupt existing traffic patterns and
result in increased maintenance and repair requirements for
existing transportation infrastructure. Unit train coal
deliveries may result in significant delays at grade crossings for

- surface vehicle traffic, particularly emergency service vehicles.

Commerical deliveries by truck may also be seriously affected.
Delivery of coal by ship in areas where vehicle bridges.musat be
lifted to allow vessel passage may seriously affect automobile and
truck traffic as well. Increased truck traffic around coal docks
may result in deterioration of roads and bridges. Increased
deliveries by ship will result in increased dredging and dredge
spoil disposal requirements, due to shoaling resulting from bow
thrusters of modern ships. "7«
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Air and Water Quality Impacts. Coal fired power plants, coal
docks, ;and petroleum facilities may result in degradation of air
and water quality because of increased air borne emissions of
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, and particulates.
Water quality may be impacted by comnstruction period dust and
runoff, runoff and leachates from coal piles, oil spills, and
thermal and chemical pollution resulting from cooling system
discharges.

Biomass and Wind Energy Systems. While the impacts of large scale
alternative energy systems are not yet fully understood, there are
several areas which clearly require further study. More
information is required about the water quality impacts,
particularly the water consumption requirements, for alcohol fuel
production facilities. More information is need about increased
particulate emissions from wood-fired utility boilers. More
information is also needed about the impacts of wind energy
.conversion systems, particularly the possibility of interference
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with television and microwave transmission, negative impacts on
wildlife (particularly migratory birds and birds of prey), and
considerable land use requirements. The study prepared for the
Wisconsin Public Service Commission on dispersed siting found that
installation of 30,000 wind machines (rated at 40 KW each) might
require 100 square miles of land.

ITT. Impact Mitigation Strategy.- -
e

Impact Mitigation Without CEIP Assistance. The Wisconsin Coastal
Management Council has established the following objectives which
are the basis of the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program strategy
for mitigating the negative impacts of new and expanded coastal
energy facilities and activities. These objectives are:

Qo Increased Public Awareness. WCMP should increase
public awareness of the coastal role in supplying
Wisconsin's energy requirements and the economic,
environmental and social impacts of coastal energy
facilities. This 1s a medium priority objective.

b. Improved Local Government Management Capability. WCMP
should improve local government capability to assess
and manage impacts resulting from new or expanded
coastal energy facilities. This is a high priority
objective..

c. Improved Local Government Regulatory Capability. WCMP
should improve local government capability to
participate Iin regulatory processes governing the '
siting of new facilities in coastal areas. This is a
medium priority objective.

d. Encourgement of Alternative Energy Systems. WCMP
should encourage the development of envirommentally
acceptable alternative energy systems or technologies
which are specifically suited to coastal locations
(wind, solar, biomass, wave, coastal refuse derived
fuel, etec.). This is a high priority objective.

Without CEIP assistance, WCMP would be severly limited in its
ability to meet these impact mitigationm objectives. The State has
committed General Purpose Revenue to support one energy facilities
analyst in the Department of Administration. This half-time
position is specifically assigned to assess impacts of energy
facilties and activitles, develop impact mitigation strategies,
and provide direct technical assistance to coastal communities.



State and Local Control and Mitigation Measures. Wisconsin has
one of the most comprehensive power plant siting processes in the
country. The Power Plant Siting Law, enacted in 1975, requires
electric utilities to file system~wide advance construction plans
with the Wisconsin Public Service Commission (PSC) every two
years. A proposed power plant site and/or transmission line route
must be included in an approved advance plan before the utility
can apply for a site specific Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity (CPCN). A CPCN is granted only after an
Environmental Impact State (EIS) has been prepared in accordance
with the Wisconsin Envirommental Policy Act (WEPA) and all
necessary air and water quality permits have been granted by the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Public hearings
in the affected localities are an integral part of the siting
process. The siting process requires the utility to establish the
need for power from a particular facility and to prepare a
comparative impact assessment of altermative sites and
technologies.

Wisconsin does not have a comprehensive siting process for other
types of energy facilities. WCMP 1is currently evaluating the
desirability of new legislation to create such a comprehensive
siting process for coastal facilitles. Construction of a coal
dock, petroleum tank farm, pipline, oxr other facility usually
requires permit(s) from one or more state agency. DNR permits,
for example, are required for placing structures in navigable
waters, dredging, discharging air and/or water pollutants, and
disposing of solid wastes. The Department of Industry, Labor and
Human Relations must approve construction of all petroleum storage
tanks having an individual capacity of 8,000 gallons or more.
Construction of a natural gas pipeline or peak=sharing plant
requires a Certificate of Authority from the PSC.

Under WEPA, the state agency granting a permit or permits must
determine the envirommental significance of the proposed action.
If the agency determines that an action is "clearly major and
significant,” then an EIS is required. The EIS must address
social, cultural, and economic lmpacts as well as physical,
chemical, and biological consequences.

In addition to these controls at the state level, energy
facilities siting must comply with: county shoreline zoning
ordinances. Municipalities may also exercise local zouning
authority over facilities which affect public health and safety.

The intent of these state and local regulatiomns is to ensure that
energy facilitifes are constructed and operated in compliance with
statutory or administrative standards. They are therefore most
appropriately characterized as control measures, rather than
mitigation measures. Energy developers are not legally required

.



to mitigate negative impacts bdeyond meeting minimal state
standards. In response to pressure from affected parties (such as
local citizens, environmental groups, and state and local
agencies), a state or local authority may attach condition(s) to a
permit which require(s) an energy developer to mitigate specific
impacts, but conditional permits are issued on a case by case
basis, and are subject to legal challenge by .the energy

developer. The Wisconsin regulatory processes thus provide
opportunities for impact mitigation through conditional use
permits, but do not mandate mitigation except in narrow instances
(such as air quality impacts) and then only to the extent
necessary to meet established standards.

State, Local of Federal (Non—-CEIP) Financial Assistance For Impact

Mitigation. Municipalities and counties impacted by major new

power plants receive payments from the Shared Utility Revenue fund

in lieu of property taxes. The complicated distribution formula
was devised in response to the development of "tax islands™ around
major nuclear facilities in the early 1970's. Under the current
statutues, a town which is the site of a new 400 MW coal-fired
plant would receive a maximum payment of $300,000 per year, while
a county could receive a maximum of $600,000 per year.

Municipalities and counties impacted by coal and crude oil
transportation receive payments from the state occupational tax of
$0.05 per ton on bituminous coal delivered to brokerages and $0.05
per ton on crude oil delivered to refineries. Revenues so
collected are divided as follows: 10% to the state, 20% to the:
county, and 70% to the town, city or village. The City of
Superior, the state's largest. local recipient of occupational
taxes on coal, will receive approximately $150,000 for 1979.
Continued collection of the occupational tax is uncertain,
however, pending a law suit filed by the Burlington Northern
Railroad in January, 1980.

While shared utility revenue and occupational tax payments provide
an important source of revenue for communities impacted by power
plants and coal docks, these payments are of limited significance
as a means of mitigating impacts. First, the level of payments is
determined by an arbitrary formula which has no relation to actual
impact of a particular facility in a particular community. The
level of funding that any comnmunity may receive at a future date
is unpredictable., The utility shared revenue distribution formula
has been altered by legislation at least five times in the past
ten years and the constitutionality of the occupational tax is now
under question. Moreover, the timing of these payments to a
community does not necessarily reflect the timing of needed
increases in public services. Community need may be greatest
during the construction period, while payments are greatest during
the operating period. Finally, there is no legal requirement that



the revenues shared with affected localities must actually be
applied to impact mitigation. Further analysis is required to
determine whether legislative changes can improve the use of
shared utility revenue and occupational tax payments to mitigate
impacts.

No Wisconsin coastal community has received non~CEIP Federal
financial assistance for impact mitigation. The City of Superior
is not eligible for federal Energy Impacted Area Development
Assistance. Sturgeon Bay may be eligible for EIADA funds. The
eligibility requirement for EIADA, which is based on the
percentage of new workers employed in energy industries rather
than the number of new workers employed, means that few if any
Wisconsin coastal communities will bemefit from this program.
Pending federal legislation, the Federal Public Transportation
Assistance Act, may provide financial assistance for improved
maintenance of rail grade crossings required as a result of coal
transportation.

Wisconsin Strategy for Using CEIP Assistance. In Wisconsin, CEIP
is totally integrated with the Coastal Management Program and is
governed by the Wisconsin Coastal Management Council. Coastal
energy impacts is one of eight priority issue areas identified by
the Coastal Management Council. Other issue areas are: rural
shorelands; toxic and hazardous substances; erosion and flood
hazards; natural areas, parks and forests, fisheries; harbors;
public access; and urban waterfronts. The Council recognizes the
special nature of coastal energy lmpacts as an issue area which
intersects with all other areas.

1. Characterization of Strategy. The timing of the state's
mitigation strategy is both reactive and anticipatory.
| Wisconsin must react to environmental and recreatiomnal

'QQ losses and transportation impacts of existing coal and

" petroleum transshipment and storage facilities. The state
must also anticipate future impacts resulting from the
construction and operation of new facilities and the
expansion of existing facilities. State strategy is
primarily oriented to prevent envirommental and recreational
losses, mitigate construction period impacts, mitigate
transportation disruption, maximize economic benefits and
offset negative environmental impacts. Expansion of public
facilities will be a relatively minor part of the overall
Wisconsin strategy, but may be significant in a few '
communities such as Sturgeon Bay and Superior. The
Wisconsin mitigation strategy calls both for a strong direct
state role to be carried out by the Office of Coastal
Management, but also calls for a major role by local
govermments particularly in the Northwest and the Bay-Lake
Regions. The Wisconsin Program operates on the principle of
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a state/local partnership. Wisconsin's mitigation strategy
employs a number of methods to achieve these aims. One will
be to improve planning for new energy facilities at the
state and local levels. Another method will be to provide
the background research necessary to affect changes in the
existing regulatory processes. Finally the program will
offer financial assistance to local communities to improve
their participation in regulatory proceedings and to carry
out projects implementing mitigation strategies.

Goals and Objectives. During the next two grant years

(October, 1981 - October, 1983) Wisconsin plans to use its
FY 1981 and 1982 CEIP funds to address the following
specific energy impact mitigation objectives:

Coal Transportation and..Storage:
Impact of rail-to-vessel and vessel-to-rail
facilities and coal vessel movements on

recreational use of harbors.

Impact of unit train deliveries on truck and
automobtle traffic.

Impact of coal handling on audible noise levels.

Impact of coal vessel traffic on dredging and
dredge spoil disposal requirements.

Impact of changes in occupational tax om coal
shipments. :

Air and water quality impacts of existing coal
storage facilities. )

Impact of coal ship construction on need for
public services. y

Electric Generating Stations:

Offset negative impacts of coal-fired power
plants through Refuse-Derived Fuel use, district
heating, and recreational use of buffer zones.

Impact of expanded spent fuel storage and
radioactive waste disposal facilities at nuclear
power plants.



Disposal options for Flue—-Gas Desulphurization
(scrubber) sludge from coal-fired power plants.

Air and water quality impacts of wood-fired power
plants.

Siting'criteria and regulatory guidelines for
wind turbines.

Impact of large wind turbines and wind farms on
wildlife.

Impact of recreatiomal fishing near cooling
gsystem outlets (increased PCS concentrations).

Petroleum Transporation and Storage Faéilities:
Impact of oil spills.

Impact of changes in occupationmal tax om oil
shipments. ’

Impact of decommissioning terminals and storage
tanks.

Dredging requirements for terminals in small
porEs.

Alcohol Fuél Production Facilities:
Water quality impacts of alcohol fuel production.

Siting criteria and regulatory guldelines for
alcohol fuel production facilities.

Natural Gas Pipelines and Processing Facilities:

i Construction period impacts.

Project Selection Criteria. Section 308 projects are

selected through the same process employed for the Section
306 projects. The review process.consists of three stages.
First, an administrative analysis by the Office of Coastal
Management determines whether or not the proposal is
fundable and fits the general WCMP criteria. Second,
relevancy analysis by the CEIP coordinator determines

eligibilty for 308(c)(1l) or 308(d)(4) funding and whether
the project addresses one of the four CEIP objectives
established by the Coastal Management Council. Third,
technical analysis by three or more outside experts

- 10 -
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determines the validity of the problem addressed and the
methodology applied to the problem.

The relevancy analysis is based upon the approved
intra-state allocation process, according to the following
criteria:

a. Coastal energy activity/facility determination.

b. Size; population, and vulnerability of impacted area.
C. Immediacy of need.
d. Consistency with Wisconsin Coastal Management Program -

and other state policies.
e. Compliance with federal regulations and guidelines.
£. Ablility of applicant to carry out proposed project.
- Availability of matching funds.
he. Geographic distribution.
i. Transferability of findings.
j. Cost of project and availability of non—CEIP funds. .
At the conclusion of the technical review, all proposals are
ranked according to cumulative point scores awarded in each
of the three review stages. The Coastal Management Program
Manager prepares, and submits, a draft budget based on the
ranked list of project proposals. Final project selection
is made by the Coastal Management Council in accordance with

the state's approved process.

Project Selection Criteria Applicabilify. Project selection

criteria are limited to state coastal management policies.
All prospective project applicants are notified of selection
criteria in the annual guidelines for applications for
assistance. The applicant may appeal to the Coastal
Management Council.

Estimated C.E.I.P. Assistance Required by Wisconsin

Estimated CEIP Assistance required by Wisconsin is presented in Table
These dollar estimates are based on the following assumptions:

1.

1.

No CEIP loan funds will be available;

-11 -
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2. Inflation will average 10% per year over the next 53 fiscal
years; and

3. If funding levels increase, administration will need to
increase, with the CEIP coordinator position becoming a full
time position, with necessary support.

Estimated CEIP Assistance Required By Project Types for FY 1981

AND 1982

1. Wisconsin Qffice of Coastal Management
CEIP Administration; coordination,
and technical assistance

§ 73,500
2. Planning Projects (By Local Governments and
State Agencies)
Coal Transportation/Storage Impacts $ 210,000
Electric Generating Facilities Impacts $ 225,000
Other (Petroleum, Natural Gas, Biomass,
etc.) Impacts $ 126,000
3. Envirommental Recreational Loss
Projects (By Local Governments) $
Coal Transportation/Storage $2,250, 000
Other (Petroleum, Natural Gas) $§ 315,000
4, Total $3,199, 500

- 12 -
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Figure 1
Coastal Coal Transportation, Transfer
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Pigure 2
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Figure 3.

Coastal Alternative Energy Facilities in Wiscomrsin
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" WISCONSIN COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Coastal Energy Impact Grants

SUMMARY

Project and Recipient

Grant

Grant

Grant

Year 1978-1979:
Study of Local Governments Assessment
of ‘Coastal Energy Facilities Impacts -

Bay Lake RPC
Grant Year Total

Year 1979-1980:

Economic and Environmental Impact
Study of a Refuse-Derived Fuel
System - Sheboygan County

Impact Assessment of a Solar and
Wind Energy System - Town of
Washington Island

Grant Year Total

Year 1980-1981:

Coastal Energy Impact Staff and
Addministration - Office of
Coastal Management, DOA
Planning for Consequences of
Coastal Fnergy Facilities ~
City of Superior

Coastal Energy Impact Technical
Assistance = Bay |Lake RPC
Waterfront Recreg\tlon Plan

for Kewaunee Harbor -

City of Kewaunee

Impact Assessment of a Solar
and Wind Energy System - Town
of Washington Island (Second Year)
Alternative Energy System for
Nature Center Building -

Bay Beach Wildlife Sanctuary
Replacement and Improvement

of Harbor Area Recreational
Resources - City of Superior
Harbor Waterfront Recreation.
Development = City of Kewaunee

Grant Year Total

GRAND TOTAL FOR THREE GRANT YEARS.

Funding
Federal Matching Total
$ 26,000 $ 7,000 $ 33,000
$ 26,000 § 7,000 $ 33,000
$ 40,000 $ 10,000 $ 50,000
$ 40,000 $ 10,000 $ 50,000
$ 80,000 § 20,000 $100, 000
$ 9,600 $ 3,100 $ 12,700
$ 28,000 $ 7,000 § 35,000
l$ 22,000 §$ 5,500 $ 27,500
$ 10,000 § 2,500 $ 12,500
$ 45,000 §$ 11,250 $ 56,250
$ 4,200 $ 1,968 $ 6,168
7'3”86,000 $ 20,000 $100,000
$ 45,000 $ 11,250 $ 56,250
$243,800 § 62,568  $306,368
$349,800 4 89,568 $439,368



WISCONSIN COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
‘ Coastal Fnergy Impact Grants
I. Grant Year: 1975-1979
A. Federal C.E.I.P. Funds allocated to Wisconsin: $27,L65.00
B. Federal C.E.I.P. Funds obligated by Wisconsin: $26,000.00
C. Projects:

1. Study of Local Governments Assessment of Coastal Energy
Facilities Impacts.

a. Recipient: Bay Lake Régional Planning Commission, Green
Bay.

b. Project Cost:
1) Federal: $26,000.00
2) Iocal: = $ 7,000.00
3) Total: $33,000.00

c. Purpose: To improve local government capabilities to
assess and manage impacts of new coastal energy facilities
and activities, and to improve local government capability
to participate in the energy facilities siting and
regulatory processees.

5} d. Products: Inventory of Coastal Energy Facilities; Paper

B on legal Framework of Facilities Siting; Handbook on
Energy Facility Impacts for use by citizens and local
government officials; preparation of recommendations om
energy facility siting for the Coastal Management Council;
and provision of technical assistance to local communities
in the BLRPC region.

€. Status: Inventory comple;e@, 12/79; legal Framework Paper
completed, 10/79; Draft-handbock available for public
review, 11/01; Preliminary recommendations on siting laws
presented to CMP Regional Task Force, 11/01; Technical
assistance provided to Green Bay, Kewaunee, Oconto, and
other communities throughout project period.
II. Grant Year: 1979-1980
A, Federal funds allocated to Wiscomsin: $82,283.00
B.  Federal C.E.I.P. Funds obligated by Wiscomsin: $80,000.00

C. Projects:.



1.
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Economic and environmental impact study of a Refuse-Derived
Fuel System for a new coal-fired power plant (Edgewater V) in
Sheboygan County .

a. Recipient: Sheboygan County Planning Department,
Sheboygan.

b. Project Cost:
1) Federal: $40,000.00
2) Iocal:-  $10,000.00
3) Total: $50,000.00

Cs Purpose: To provide Sheboygan County with the economic
and environmental impact information necessary to
determine whether the county should commit itself to the
construction and/or operation of a refused-derived fuel

system.

d. Products: A written report.

e. Status: Final report received\ November 5, 1980.

Impact Assessment of a2 Solar and Wind Energy System for Washington
Island, Door County. )

2.

b.

Recipient: Town of Washington Island
Project Cost:

1)  Federal: $40,000.00

2) Iocal: $10,000.00

3) Total: $50,000.00

Purpose: To assess the economic, environmental, and social
impacts of an intergrated wind and solar energy system for
Washington Island. The project is to be carried out in
cooperation with the State Energy Office, and coordinated with
a Community Energy Conservation Study ($32,500.00) funded
through the State Energy Conservation Plan.

Status: Preliminary report on Community Energy Conservation
Study received November 3, 1980. Preliminary reports on wind
and solar data collection and environmental impacts expected by
December 31, 1980. Project has been extended for an additional
year to continue wind and solar data collection, and expand
scope of impact assessment.



.

III.

Grant Year: 1980-1981

A. Federal C.E.I.P. Funds Allocated to Wisconmsin: $253,000.00

B. Federal C.E.I.P. Funds obligated by Wiscomsin: $243,800.00

C. Projects:

1.

2.

Coastal Energy Impact Staff and Administration:

a. Recipient: Office of Coastal Management, Wisconsin
Department of Administrationo '

b. Project Cost:

1) Federal: §$ 9,600.00
2) Iocal: $ 3,100.00
3) To tal: $12,700.00

c. Purpose: Administer Section 308 funds and provide
halftime energy facilities analyst for the Wisconsin
Coastal Management Program.

d. Products: Annual facilities inventory update and grant
application for Section 308 funds and -special analyses and
reports as required by Wisconsin Coastal Management
Program.

e. Statuﬁf In progress.

Planning for Consequences of Coastal Energy Facilities

a. Recipient: ‘Gity o £ Superior.

b. Project Cost:

1)  Federal: $28,000.00 (Section 308 (c){(1): § 8,650.00
~ Section 308 (d)(4): $19,350.00)

2)  local: $ 7,000.00
3) To tal: $35,000.00

Ce Purpose: To assess and manage impacts resulting from
expanded coal transshipment, natural gas pipeline
construction, and the construction and operation of
alcohol fuel production facilities.

d. Products: Written report detailing energy facilities
siting plans, anticipated impacts, management options, and
" policy recommendations.
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Status: In progress.

Coastal Energy Impacts = Technical assistance.,

ae.

.

" Recipient: Bay lake Regional Planning Commission, Green

Bay.

Project Cost:

1} Federal: $22,000.00
2) Iocal: $ 5,500.06:-
3) Total: $27,500.00

Purpose: To provide technical assistance to local

communities in Brown; Door, Kewaunee and Oconto Counties
impacted by energy facilities and activities. ’

Products: Written site=specific analyses of local
communities anticipating impacts from the comstruction and
operation of coal docks, power plants and other energy
facilities. Written reports on alternative energy
applications at coastal state parks and industrial

plants. On=going techmnical assistance to be provided to
these communities.

Status: In progress.

Waterfront Recreation Plan for Kewanuee Harbor

a.

b.

d.

o

Reciéient: City of Kewan?re
Projéct Cost: A
1)  Federal: $10,000.00
2)  local: $ 2,500.00

3) Total: $12,500.00v

P

Purpose: To assegss the impact of a proposed coal
transshipment facility on recreational use of Kewaunee
Harbor.

>

Products: A written report.

Status: In progress.

Impact Assessment of Solar and Wind Energy System for
Washington Island, Door County (Second Year Extensiou).

a.

Recipient: Town of Washington Island.

3



e.

Project Cost:

1) Federal: $45,000.00
2) Ioeal: $11,250.00
3) Total: $56,250.00

Purpose: To expand data collection and impact assessment
begun during first year of project.

Products: Written report.

Status: Contracting.

Alternative Fnergy System for Mature Center Building.

a.

bG

€.

Recipient: Bay Beach Wildlife Sanctuary, Green Bay.
Project Cost:

1) Federal: $ 4,200.00

2) = ILocal: '.$1,968.oo

3) Total: $ 6,168.00

Purpose: To investigaté environmently acceptable
alternative energy systems for installation on a new
nature center building.

Products: A written report containing specific

engineering criteria on wind, solar and other alternative
energy systems.

Status: In proéress.

Replacement and Improvement of Recreational Resources in the

Superior Harbor Area.

a.

b.

Recipient: City of Superior.

Projecﬁ Cost:

1) Federal: $ 80,000.00

2)  Iocal: $ 20,000.00

3) Total: $100,000.00

Purpose: To replace and improve water related

recreational resources impacted by existing and proposed
transportation and storage of coal -and oil.
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d. Products: Construction of two (2) boat launching
facilities (ramps, piers, and parking facilities);
construction of a floating fishing pier; and construction
of a shoreline fishing pier with special provisions for
wheelchair access.

e. Status: Contracting.

8. Kewanuee Harbor Waterfront Recreation Development

a. DRecipient: City of Kewanuee

b. Project Cost:
1) Federal: $45,000.00
2) local: $11,250.00
3) Total: $56,250.00

cs Purpose: To mitigate anticipated impacts of a proposed
major coal transshipment facility on recreational
resources.

d. Products: Upgrading of existing city owned park areas;
city acquisition of a parcel of land which was formally a
coal dock; and installation of timber bumpers and mooring

rings on a city-owned dock wall.

e. Status: Contracting.

krb: 032 5D }
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~ Attachment No, 1 . .

The strategy rece1ved f?om wiscons1 ‘was. exceITent and'very rnforma—

‘Titxve, It provided am-excellent overview of facilittes and-impacts.

However, in the future, we hope to get a better understanding of the .
direct 1ink between facilities/activities, spec1f1c impacts, mitigation
projects (pp. 15-17) pr1or1t1es and budgets as in a capital improvement
program. - _ .

While the state described its:strategy for using CEIP assistance, it
is important to: clarify the state's strategy without CEIP assistance.
This is the strategy which existing controls should be trying to implement.
(Note: The gap between the impacts and what the state can mitigate

defines. the need for Federal CEIP assistance.) We suggest that the

strategy without CEIP assistance be inserted between Section III and III-A.
Perhaps this strategy should include items 2,a-d on pages. 13-14, Also,

please clarify if mitigation efforts are linked to statewide economic
~ development and other policies and plans?

. Also, while the state provided an excellent overview. of mitigation
measures, two questions were: Is establishing a comprehensive process to

.mitigate other types of energy facility/activity impacts a priority

(p. 8)? Is improving the shared Utility Revenue fund (p 10) to mitigate
impacts a priority and part of the.strategy°

The: character1zation of the state's strategy with CEIP ass1stance
was excellent. However, if possible, we would apprecnate your
prioritizing the projects listed on pages 15- 17
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1

WISCONSIN

Regarding your strategy we noted the fol1ow1ng:

1. Excellent overview of facilities and impacts. Hope-in-future to get
a better understanding of direct link between facilities/activities, specific
impcats, mitigation projects (pp. 15 - 17) priorities and budgets. (See
Format for suggestion).

2. Suggest characterizing the state's strategy without CEIP assistance
between III and IIIA. Perhaps this should include item 2.a - d on pages 13 - 14.

Questions Do energy projects 1ink to state-wide economic development
and: other policies and plans? Also should it be clarified as to how the state/

Tocal mitigation measures relate to this strategy.

3. Excellent overview of m1t1gat1on measures.

Issue: Is establishing a comprehensive process to mitigate'other”typesp,,
of energy facility/activity impacts a priority? (p. 8) Is. improving the shared
Utility Revenue fund (p. 10) to m1t1gate impacts a priority and. part of the
strategy?

4. Excellent characterization of strategy with CEIP assistance. Does
the strategy and mitigation efforts link to other statewide economic development
or other policies and plans? .

5. Suggest prioritizing projects pages 15 - 17.

)
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November 21, 1980

Allen H. Miller

Program Manager

Coastal Management Program
Room B-130

1 West Wilson Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53702

[
Dei:/ﬂ;zfﬁﬁfT;;: _ _
: Thank you for sending us your draft of the Wisconsin Coastal-Ehergy'

Impact Mitigation Strategy. In general, the nationwide response to my
memo of July 7, 1980 was most informative and will be extremely important
in justifying CEIP budget requests, preparing for Congressional oversight
. hearings, speeding the review of specific projects, and evaluating state-
-CEIP activity. Similarly, we hope that. the strategy will help you devise:
the direction you want to give to your state's CEIP activities.

With respect to the four areas of interest in the July 7 memorandum,
our overall findings are as fol]ows.

7. States provided a good general overview of energy facilities and
coastal energy activities. In some cases, however, it was difficult to
determine if the energy facility/activity was new or expanding.

’

2. States provided a good aggregate description of energy activity
impacts. However, in many cases it was difficult to relate impacts to
specific facilities identified for CEIP assistance.

- 3. States generally need to clarify their existing mitigation process,
i.e., what the state is doing now and how it is working. Obviously, the
state CZM program should play a major role here.

4. States generally did not identify priorities for types of projects;
this is understandable given the short deadline for response. We would
appreciate your identifying priorities, nonetheless. - The strategy should
become a mitigation mechanism for your State; project priorities will
help a State CEIP withstand pressures to meet. immediate political needs
rather than long term energy mitigation objectives.

With respect to your specific submission, we have provided detailed
comments in Attachment No. 1.

10TH AMMIVERSARY 1970- 1280
Mational Sceanic and Atmosnheric Administration

A ycung sgency witn & misicric
tradinicn of service o tha Naten
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Given these general findings and the specific comments on your
submission, we would like to suggest the following two steps to help
us with budget issues and Congressional oversight:

1. To help us prepare CEIP's Fiscal Year 1982 and Fiscal Year 1983.
budget requests, please reflect you budget estimates on the attached
forni. -If you can estimate needs for FY-84, 85, and 86, please do so. One
form should be filled out for each year. This will establish some
consistency between state budget information. Because of the likelihood of
changes by the new Administration in the Fiscal Year 1982 Budget and the

~relationship of out year projections to the FY- 82 figure, we would appreciate

receiving this information by February 6, 1981. In putting this information
together, note that the Section 308(d)(4) environmental/recreational loss
mitigation grant program was eliminated: by the Coastal Zone Management
Improvement Act of 1980 and replaced with.Section 308(c)(3). Therefore,
please delete prior 308(d)(4) estimates and include new Section 308(c)(3)
estimates. As :you know this section authorizes grants to “prevent, reduce -
or ameljorate any avoidable loss in the state's coastal zone of any valuable -
environmental or recreational resource, if such loss results from the
transportation, transfer or storage of coal or from alternative ocean energy

.activities”.

_ 2.. To help us prepare for the upcoming Congressional oversight hearings,.
we hope. you will put your strategy in final form by responding as soon as .

possible to the general and specific findings. Many of'you are beginning

to exceed our 5-10 page initial guideline.. While brevity is still preferred,
we understand that some of you will need more pages to provide us w1th

a]l the 1nformat1on we need.

We would like to receive some 8-1/2 x 11 inch or smaller graphics and
maps to show the location of:

energy facilities/activities - existing, planned, probable or
possible with date

- areas of concern - environmental resources, recreational resources
- population areas affected

‘other impacts - transportatwon routes, oil spllls, etc.

Also, we are requesting that every state add a one or more. page statement
describing the results, benefits and value of prior CEIP assistance.
Photographs/slides and specific accomplishments which directly link eneragy
impacts with CEIP projects will be most helpful.



Thank you again for your efforts.. We look forward to receiving your
final strategies and associated materials by March 15, 1981 if at all
possible. .

We are confident that with your help we can build a strong basis for con-
tinued and improved support of CEIP in Congress and in the new Administration.
[f you have any questions, please contact me (202)634-1672, op-your CEIP
Area Manager (202)254-8000.

Matuszeski
, Acting Deputy Assistant Administrator
(__—~0ffice of Coastal Zone Management .

WitYia



Attachment No. 1

WISCONSIN

The strategy received -from Wisconsin was very informative. It provided
an excellent overview of facilities and impacts. However, in the future, we
hope to get a better understanding of the direct link between facilities/
activities, specific impacts, mitigation projects {pp. 15-17) priorities and budgets.

While you described the State strategy for using CEIP assistance, it is
important to clarify the State's strategy without CEIP assistance, i.e., the
strategy which existing controls should be trying to implement. (Note: The gap
between the impacts and what the State can mitigate defines the need for Federal
CEIP assistance.) We suggest that the strategy without CEIP assistance be
inserted between Section III and III-A. Perhaps this strategy should include
items 2.a-d on pages 13-14. Also, please clarify if mitigation efforts are
linked to statewide economic development and other policies and plans?

We have two questions regarding your mitigation measures: Is establishing
a comprehensive process to mitigaté other types of energy facility/activity
impacts a priority, (p.8)? Is improving the shared Utility Revenue fund to

" mitigate impacts a priority and part of the strategy, (p. 10)?
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Lee Sharman Dreyfus ¢/o Raom B-130
Governor 1 West Wiison Street

Madison, Wisconsin S3702

O

October 6, 1980 T e
TO: ~ Bill Matuszeski, Acting Deputy f,j =,
Assistant Administrator, OCZIM wr T
. . - \,O{.‘.
FRCM: Al ML ; é%ﬁg}am Manager -

Wisconsin Office of Coastal Management

SUBJECT: Wisconsin QMP Energy Strategies; Your Memo 7/7/80

Atrrtached is a draft paper describing Wisconsin's energy impact
strategy. As you are aware, the energy dimension of Coastal
Management is well integrated in Wisconsin's program. - We do not
consider energy as a separate entity in our program. Sub-
stantively it is one of eight issues of focus in our program.
Only administratively does it differ in that funding is under a
different section of the CZMA and Federal administrative
procedures vary somewhat.

The attached paper describes:
(1) anticipated facility development and activities
(2) potential impacts
(3) existing control and mitigation measures

(4) a rough estimate of assistance that could be adequately
used.

The efforts of OCZM to coordinate 306 and 308;activities is .an
important one. We think you'll find the attached paper responds

to your inquiries and we look forward to working with the CEIP
staff in this effort. -

AM: £f

cc: George Evenson, Chrm.
Coastal Management Council



DRAFT
WISCONSIN. COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT STRATEGY

Qctober, 1980

Coastal Energy Facilities and Activities

Wisconsin coastal counties are currently most impacted by, and expect to

be most impacted in the near future by, electric generating stations and

tranamission lines, c¢oal transportaticn and storage facilities,

petroleum processing and storage facilities, and natural gas

transportation and storage facilities. Wisconsin alsc expects

potentially significant impacts from new coastal alternative energy

facilities such as alcohol fuel production plants, wood=fired power

plants, and both central and dispersed wind energy conversion systems.

Coastal Cozl-Fired Power Plants. Two mzjor new cgal-fired power

plants. with a total capacity of 1fQ0 MW, are under construction
at Pleasant Prairie (Xenosha County) and Edgewater (Sheboygan
County). and a 600 MW unit is being planned for the Town of
Belgium (Ozaukee County) Three locations in Brown, Deor, and
Oconto County are currently under consideration as sites for two
400 MW units which will be construc;ed»Qg;ins the mid-1980s. The
Haven Siﬁe (Sheboygan County), orisinal}y proposed for a
now-cancelled nuclear unit, will.also be considered for a

¢oal-fired plant. .

Radicactive Wasta Disposal/Storage Facilities at Existing Coastal

Nuclear Power Plants. Spent fuel storage pools have recently been

expanded at the Point Beach and Kewaunee nuclear power plants. A
major repair operation at Point Beach, the removal of defective

steam generators, will require construction of permanent disposal
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facilities for high-level radicactive waste. On-site disposal

facilities is a prime consideration at the present time.

Coastal Coal Trahsgortation and Storage Facilities. Coal

transportation is a major activity in the Ports of Ashland, Green
Bay, Manitowoe, Milwaukee, Port Washington, Sheboygan, and
Superior. Wisconsih Great Lakes ports currently receive more_than
3 and 1/2 million tons of eastern coal per year and ship out U
million tons of western coal per'year. Western coal shipments
from the existing Superior Midwest Energy Terminal are expected to
at leasﬁ double ia the next five yea;s, and new transshipment
facilities are being considered for Green Bay, Kewaunee and
Superior. We;tern coal shipments from Wisconsin could reach 10 to

20 million tons per year by 1985. Eastern coal shipments,

~ essential for Wisconsin's utilities and paper mills, are

énticipated to double by 1990. Green 3Bay will be most effected by
increased eastern coal receipts. Increased shipments of both
eastern and western coal will increase demand for ¢oal carrying
vessels. A major facility for the constructioﬁ and repair of coal
vessels (and oil tankers) is the Bay Saipyard in Sturgeon Bay,
Wisconsin. This facllity has constructed 15 self unloading bulk
ecargo carriers, suitable for carrying coal or iron ore or both,
since 1970, and anticipates inereased demand for such ships in the
near future. The yard currently services apbroximately 1z ship;
per year. Largely as a resulb of work on ¢oal ships and oil
tankers, employment at Bay Shipyard has increased from 1,100

warkers in 1976 to its current level of more than 1,900 worikers.
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D3I‘; Coastal Nétuéal GaS'and-Petroleum»fransgortatioh and

-Storagé Faéilitiés° 'All 15 of Wiscbnsin's eoastal
counties ﬁre~currently transversed by na;ﬁral £33

'pipelines} A.major'naturalfgaS'pipeline-iS-scheduled

-'for~con$tru¢tion:acrosé thg:LakesSuperior'cbastal 

: QOUnties;in l98I and>198é- Douglas County is
curren#ly'under;consideration as a site fof<a-natural
gas.processing”plant. Wisconsin Natural Gas Company
;s curfegtiy'expandingﬂits liqui:ied.nabural.sas-peak
shaving facilities at Qak Creek iﬁ‘Mi;uaukeeiCounty.
A major~§il coﬁpany'is plannins‘aQreobganizétiqnzand
exﬁansidn’qf=i£s»terminal,facilities»at Jones: Island
in-Milwaukeejhaondfm- Coastal locations.will also be:

jvimpaéted'5y~oil’stérage*faciliﬁies~éssoci;ted with-new 
co#l—%ifed poﬁervplants, since these plgnts-rely’upon
fuel o0il for boiler start-ups and {lame

stabilization.

' . 4 .
Coastal Biomass Energy Conversion Facilities. Wiseonsin has

abundant biomass resources, and the utilizatién of these resources
" will involve the construction of majorvnew-faciiities in coastal
counties;v Ma jor alcohol fuel preduction facilities are currently
propoSed:for the Port;-of Green Bay, Milwaukee, and Superior.
These facilities will convert whole grain, grain dust, and grain
.and seed spoilage into aleohol, which will be mixed with unleaded
gasoline to produce gasohol. An existing oil-and coal-fired power

plant. in Ashland has converted two. of its steam boilers to a
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j mixture~of'Qood'wasﬁe-and~western coal.. Additional.ccnversiéns'to
. wood waste are expected, and related facilities. such as wood
.densification and/or pelletization facilities are expécted‘to be

constructed. in: the Lake Superior coastal counties.

F} ~ Wind Energz Conversion Systems. There is great interest in both

- larée'and.émall.sca;e wind macﬁines, sited individually or in.
: sc—calledt"windtfarms";_througneutzWisconsiﬁ!s coastal areas.
vIndividual residenceS‘and]businesses“nave'aiready installed or are-
planningvto ips§all.small scale;wihdAenergy sys;émso An electric
utility in northern: Wisconsin is collecting wind speed data on tﬁej
Béyfield pgninéula, in Qrder_toAassess the.feasibilityiof»
" installing large scale Qindrgeneratprs there. The Eastern
".“ Wi$consin uﬁilities.have;éommissioned a study of.cent}al wind
-ggnerating'stationé employingvtws-Mw or larger wind turbines. A
consultaﬁtvhired by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission has
p?velopéd.a proposal for: the inscailation of 30,000 small-scale
(40 KW) wind machines at‘disbersed locations throughout the
. eastern part of the state to §isplad% the generation requirements:

of one 400 MW- coal fired power plant.

Anticipated Coastal Energy Impacts

The economic, environmental, and social impacts of traditional
facilities such as power plants and coal docks are relatively.well
understood. Great Lakes coastal energy facilities impacts are usually
most Serious in the areas of environmental and recreational loss,

Cransportation impacts, and construction impacts. Nonetheless, the
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operating]impacts.of these facilities: can be substantial. The impacts

of newer energy systems:such as aleohol fuel prodﬁction<facilities,

largevwood;fired,utility“boilebs; and. wind energy chversion systems are

not yet well<understood~‘

A..

Environméntal and Recreational Losses. The-conStruction.an¢

T~

operation of coal transportation and storage facilities, power

plants, and oil.;nd.natural gas transportation and storage

1 facilitieSﬂhavefdirectuand‘immediate=impacts§on.the-uses~of

. coastal lands. Impacts from- existing facilities are as important-

as the potential impacts: of new and expanded facilities and

- activities. Construction and: operation of_these facilities

preempts large areas of land which could be used for recreation or

IdatUral.areas,, The"Qisual'and noige pollution from these

faciiitieS'affect not only the immediate site but the use of land
and water areas adjacent to these facilities aS well. Increased
harbor trafficiby coal égﬁ oil vessels restricts recreational use
of harbor areas for’fishing, boating, swimming, and other
activities. 0Oil spills, natural gas explosions, and runoff,
leachates, and fugitive dust emissions from coal piles; pose
significant-fisks to the environment.: .. ...

;

Sccio-Economic Impacts. While socio-economic impacts are

generally not the.greatest,areakof concern regarding new Great
Lakes coastal energy facilities,%some.of these facilitiesrdo
result in substantial lqcal impa?ts; A good example is the
increased prﬁduction of céalwshﬁﬁs and oil.tankers in Sturgeon

Bay. The influx of workers to this facility has a significant
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:gimpactzuponAthe:local housingimarket«andidpon the local

government's ability to provide educational, health and emergency.

services. The constructlon of power plants, involving up to. a

thousand or'more'construction workers over a four to five year
period.canrsisnifidﬁntly impaét.qoastal.coﬁmunities, éveﬁ:though
thg-operation-of'these‘facilities may require less than'aoo |
perﬁ;nentinew~ﬁorkerso Social disfuption resulﬁing:from‘thef

displacement of residences énd farms as well as community.

, diéruption bfjconstruction'traﬁfic, noiSe%andrdus:,are-alsoaf

‘ serious concerns.

.Transgortation'Imgactsg Coal.transportationwand storage

facil;ties may seriously disrupt existlng>traff1c patterns: and

result: in anreased malntenance and repair vequlrements for

" exlsting transportation 1nfrastructureu Unit train coal

deliveries may result in significant delays at grade qrossings for
sun{ ce:vehicle Fraffic, particularly emergency service vehicles.
Coﬁmerical.deliveries by'truck may also be seriously affected.
Delxvery of coal by shlp in areas where vehicle bridges must be
lifted to allow vessel passage may" serlously affect automeobile and
truck.traffic.as well. Increased truck.traffic around coal docks
may result in deterioration of roads and bridges. Increased
deliveriés by'ship.willfresult'in increased dredging and dredge
spoil disposal requirements, due to shoaling resulting from bow

thrusters of modern ships.

Air-and Water Quality Impacts. Coal fired power plants, coal

docks, and petroleum facilities may result in degradation of air
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“and water quality bécause.of.anreased;air'bornefemissions-of

sulfur dioxide, nitrﬁgen»ﬁxides, hydrocarbons; and,particu;ates.
Waﬁer-quality'may'be'impacted by: construction perioa-dustvand
runoff, runoff and lgéchates.from“coal piles,'oil.spills, and
thermal and chemicaL pollution resulting from cooling systeh

discharges.

Biomass and Wind Energy Systems. While the impacts of large scale

alternative energy systems are not yet fully understocd, there are
several.areaS’which:clearly require‘further study. More

infcrmation=ismrequired-aboutntherﬁater-quality~impactsgr

: particularly"thévwatér~consumption5requirementsw for alecohol fuel

productionafaciliﬁiesm_ More: information. is need about increased.

 pagticulate*emissibns frém:wood-fired utility boilers. More

information is also needed'abédt.the'impacts of wind ehergy .
conversion systems,‘particularly the possibility qf interference
with télevision and microw§ve-transmission, negative impacts on
wildlife-(particularly migratory birds and birds of prey), and
considerablewland'use-requiremen&é.”'The’study prepared for the
¥Wisconsin Public Service Commission on-dispersed siting found that
installation of 30,000 wiﬁd.machinesi(rateg,at Lo KW each).might

reduire 100 square miles of land.

Impact Mitigation Stratég&

A

State and Local Control and Mitigation Measures. Wisconsin has.

one- of the most comprehensive power plant siting processes in the
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country. The»Power“PlantfSiting'Law;-enactedrin:1975, requires
electric utilities to file system-wide advance construction plans

with the Wisconsin Public Service Commission (PSC) every two

-years. A proposed power plant site and/or transmission line route

must. be included.intan-abproved'advance-plan before: the utility

. ean épply for a site specific Certificate of’Public Convenience

and.Neeessity'(CPCN)Q- 4 CPCN is granted only after an
Environmental Impact State (EIS) has been prepared in accordance.

with the Wisconsin Envirommental Policy Act (WEPA) and all

‘ necessarygair*and=water“quélity'permits.h;ve-been~granted'by'tne'
Wisccnsin Depa}tment of Natural Resources (DNR). Public hearings

- in the affected localities5aré-aq'integral'part of the siting

process.. The:siting_prccess:requires.the utility to establish the
need for power from a particular facility and to prepare a
comparative impact éssessment'of alternative sites and

technologies.

Wisconsin dces not have a comprehensive siting process for other
types of energy facilities. .Construétion of a coal dock,
petroleum tank farm, pipline, oé other facility usually requires
ﬁermit(s) from ¢ne or more state agency. -DNR permits, for
example, are required for placing structures in navigable waters,.
dredging, diséhargins air add/or water pollutants, and disposing
of solid wastes. The-Department of Iﬁdu;try, Labor and Human
Rela}iona mist abprove construction of all petroleum'storgge tanks
having an individual capacity of 8,000 gallons or more.
Construction of a.natural'sas pipeline or  peak-sharing plant

requires a Certificate of Authority from the PSC.
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"Under*WEPA,.the~state»agency'granting:a'permit~or‘permit3'mﬁst

;_detefminerthe~environmental significahce‘of'the:proposed:action;

If the agency determines that: an action is "clearly major and

significant,™ then an EIS is required. The EIS must address.

Vsccial;ﬁcultural, and"econcmic:impacts as. well as physical,

chemical, and biological consequences.

In addition to these controls at ihe state level, snergy

facilities siting must comply with county shoreline zoning

,ohdinances.~ Municipalities may also exercise local zoning

authoerity over facilities which affect public health and safety.

The intent of these,;tate'ahd‘locél regulations is to. ensure that

'energy facilities are: constructed and operated in compliance with

stétutory_cr'administrative standards. They are therefore most

- appropriately characterized as control measures, rather than

mitigation measures. Energy developers are not legally required
to mitigate negative impacts beyond meeting minimal state
standards. In response to pressure from affected partieé (such as
local citizens, environmeﬁtal‘grOups, and state and local
agencies), a state or local'auﬁhoritysmayﬂattach condition(s) to a
permit wnién require(s) an energy developer to mi;igate specific
impacts, but conditional permits are issued on a case by case
basis, and are subject to legal challenge by the energy
developer.. The Wisconsin regulatory processes thus provide
opportunities»fbr~impact mitigétioé through conditidnal use

permits, but do not mandate mitigation except in narrow instances
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(such;as~air'qualityvimpaéts) and then only to the extent

necessary to meet established standards.

- State, Loeal or Federal (Non-CEIP) Finaneial Assistance For: Impact

Mit;gétiona .Municipalities and counties: impacted by major new

powen*plants:reéeive'payments-frcmtthe Shared Utility Revenue fund

" in lieu of properﬁy-taxes- ' The complicated distribﬁticn formula

was devised in response to the development of "tax isiands"'aréund
‘dajpr’nucleﬁr‘facilitiés"in-the-early 1970's. Under the current
étatﬁtueﬁy a. town which is: the site of a new 400 MW coal-fired
biant.wouid recéive a maximim payment of 3300,000 per year, whilé

-a,county'could:éeceive.a:maximumrof $600,000 per yeaf;

Municipalities‘andfcouncies;impacted by e¢oal and crude*oii
transporﬁation reCeive-paymepts from the state occupational tax of

$0.05 per ton on bituminous coal delivered to brokerages and $0.05

‘per ton on crude oil delivered to refineries. Revenues so C

%

~collected are divided as follows: 10% to the state, 20% to the

cdunty, and 70%-to:the.town, city or village. The City of
Superior, the state‘é-largest local recipient of cccupational
taxes on coal, will receive approximately -$150,000 for 1979.
Continued collec:ionvof_the-occupational tax is uncertain,
however, peuding;a,law,suit filed by the Burlington Northe;n

Railreoad in January, 1980.

While shared utility revenue and occupational tax payments provide

an important source of revenue: for communities impacted by power

l
Je



prev iy

N/

11~

plahts(and.éoélfdocké, Ehese:payments #re-cf‘limitedhsignificance.
as'a:meansfof miti;ating impacts. First; the level of paymehts-is
determined by an arbitrary formula. which has no relation to. actual
impact of a particular-fécility in a particular community. The
level of funding that any community may receive at a future date
is unpredictable. Thé~utilityfshared revenue distribution formula
has_been-aitéréd by legislation at least five times in the: past
ten years and theﬂconstitutionality of the occupational tax is now.
under qﬁestion; Moreovéry‘the-timing‘of thése payments to a
communiﬁ? does ﬁot‘nécessarily reflact tﬁé timing of néeded
increases in publié services. Community need may be greatest

during the construction period, while payments are greatest during

the operating perioed.  Finally, there‘inno-Legal'requirement'that

: therfevenues shared witb'affected'lccalitiﬂsvmustracﬁually be

applied to impact mitigation.

No Wisconsin coastal community has received nonéCéIP Federal
financial assisfance for impacﬁ.mitigation. 'Th; City of Superior
i3 not eligible for federal Energy Impacted Area Develoément
Assistance. Sturgeon Bay may be eligible for EIADA funds. The
eligibility requirement for EIADA, whick is based on the
percentage of new workerﬁ-employedAin energy industries rather

than the. number of new workers employed, means that few if any

Wisconsin coastal communities will benefit from this program.
Pending federal legislation, the Federal Public Transportation

Aszsistance Act, may pPprovide financial assistance for improved:
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' maihtenance:of rail srade:crcssings requirédtas‘a result of coal

transportation.

Wisconsin Strategy for Using CEIP Agsistance. In Wisconsin, CEIP
iS“totaliy integrated with the Coastal Management Program and is
governeduby the~Wisc§nsin Coastal Management Council. Coastal
energy impacts?is‘one.of eight prioriﬁy issue.areasaidentified‘by
the:Coastai-ManaseﬁentiCounc;l. Other issue areas are: rural.
shdrelands;-toxic-aﬁd:hazardous:substances} erosion‘énd.flood

haiards;'natural areas,'parks and forests, fisheries; harbors;

‘public access; and urban: waterfronts. The Council.recbgnizes the

special nature aof coastal energyjimpacts»as an-issue.aréagwhich

intersects with ail other*areas,

1. - Characterization of Strategy. The timing of the state's

mitigation strategy is both reactive and anticipatory.

Wisconsin must react to environmental and recreaticnal.

s

.losses and transportation impacts of existing-coal and
petroleum transshﬁpment énd,storage facilities- The state
must'aiso anticipate futﬁre-impacts resulting from the
construction and cperation of new facilities and the
expansion of existing‘facilities. State strategy is

§ primarily oriented to prevent environmental and recreational
losses, mitigate construction pericd impaqts, mitigate
transpbrtation disruption, maximize economic benefits and
offset negative envibonmenﬁal impacts. Exﬁansion of public
facilities will be a relatively minor part of the &verall

Wisconsin strategy, but may be significant in a few



2.

«13=-

- communities such as Sturgeon-Bay andsSupericr.- The-

Qisconsin:mitigation strstegy calls both for a strong direc&
state role to be carried out by the Office of Coastal
Mansgemeht;Abut.slso calls for a major role by local
governments pafticulanly'in the»Northwest.ans;the«Bay-Lske
Regions. The»Wisconsin'Program‘oseraﬁes,on the principle of

a state/local partnership. Wisconsin's mitigation strategy

'employs a. number of methods. tc achieve these aims. One will

be to ihprove:planninngor new: energy- facilities at the

- gtate and local levels. Another method will be to provide

the:background.besearch.necessary to affect changes in the

existing regulatdry brocesses. .Finslly'the»prcgram.will

o of’er~financial assistance ta local communities to improve

their'partic1pat10n in regulatory proceedings and to carry

out projects~implementing mltigation strategies.

Goals and Objectives. The Wisconsin Coastal Managemént
Council has not formally sdopted five year goals for CEIP.
The Council has, however, established the following
cbjectives which are:ths basis of the Wisconsin Coastal
Management Program strategy for mitigating the negative
impacts.of-newsand expanded coastal energy faciiities-and

activities. These objectives are:

a.. Increased Public Awareness. WCMP should increase
public awareness of the ccastal role in supplying

Wisconsin's energy requirements and the economic,
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"~ objective.

Y.

environmental. and social impacts of coastal energy

facilities. This is a medium:priori;y-objective.

. Improved Loeal Govennment:Management Capability. WCMP

R P

 sh9uld:imprcve local government. capability to assess

and manage iﬁpécts,resulzingvfrom new. or expanded

coastal energy facilitiesa This 1s a high priority

Imp

f@yed%ch;;MGQvernmgntmﬁe-M

latory Capability. WCMP

’Shauld'improve local government capability to
,ﬁarticipate-in:fegulatory processes governing the
- 8iting of new facilities in coastal areas. This is a

. medium priority objective.

Encourgement of Alternative Energy Systams. WCMP

should encoﬁrage the development of environmentally
acceptable alternative energy systems or téchnologies
which aré specifically suited to coastal locations
(wind, solar, biomass, wave, coastal refuse derived:

fuel, etc.). This is a high priority objective.

During:the'neXt two grant years (October, 1981 - October,
1983) Wisconsin plans to/use its FY 1981 and 1982 CEIP funds
to address the.following%specific energy impact mitigation

objectives:
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Coal.Iransportation-and.Storase:

Impact of rail-to-vessel and vessel-to-rail

facilitiéS‘and-coal vessel movements on

’tecreaﬁibnalnuse‘of harbors.

Impact: of unit. train deliveries on truck and

’automobile-traffic.

Impact of. coal handlihg on audible noise levels.

Impact of coal vessel traffic on dredging and

dredgézspoilhdisposal requirements.

Impact of changes in occupational tax on Qozal

_ shipments’,

Air and water quality impacts of existing coal

-3torage facilities..

Impact of coal ship construction on need for

public services.
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Eiectric.Generating;Stations:

Offset negative impacts of'eoal-fired-power-
plants through Refuse-Derived Fuel.use, district

heating,. and. recreational. use of buffer zones.

Imbact‘of”expanded,spent.fuel storage and

radioactive waste disposal facilities at nuclear

power plants.

Disposal options for Flue-Gas Desulphurizatien

(scrubber):sludge'fromvcoal-fired.poweq plants.

" Air and water quality impacts of wood-fired power

plants.

Siting criteria and regulatory guidelines for
wind turbines.

1
Impact of large wind turbines and wind farms on

wildlife. BURRE R,

Impact of recreational fishing near cooling

aystem outlets (increased PCHB concentrations).
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Petroleum:Transporatibnrand:Storage~Facilitie$: :
Impact of oil spills.

Impact. of changes in occupational tax on oil

shipments.

Impact. of decommissioning terminals and stbrage

tanks.

Dredsing.requipements for terminals in small

~ ports.
' Alcohol Fuel Production Facilities:
- Water quality impacts of alcohol fuel production.

Siting'cfiteria and regulatory guidelines for

alcohol fuel production facilities.
Natural Gas Pipelines and .Processing Facilities:

Construction period impacts.

Project Selection Criteria. Sectionm 308 projects are

selected through the same process.employed for the Section
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'306'projects.» The review process consistéfgfjéhfee stages. .

First, an administrative anaixsiS'by'the:Office of Coéstal

Management. determines whether or not the propeosal is

fdndablerand'fitsithe.geqerai WCMP criteria. Second,.

brélévancz'analzsis-by the CEIP coordinator determines

eligibilty for 308(c)(1) or 308(d)(4) funding and whether

: thesproject addresses one of the four CEIP objectives

- established by the Coastal Management Council. Third,

technical snalysis by three or more. outside experts

determines the validity of the problem'addrgssed and the

'methodology applied’tovthe praoblem..

The‘relevancy‘analysis=is,based;upoh'the;approved.

’intéaﬁstate-allccation prodess, aécording'to.tneufollowing

eriteria:

a. Coastal energy activitjﬂ?acility determination.

b. Size, population, and vulnerability of impacted area.v'
c.  Immediacy of need. TS

d. Consistency with Wisconsin Coastal Management Program

and. other state policies.

e.. Compliancé with federal regulations and guidelines.
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f.. Ability of applicant to carry cut proposed project.

- Availability of matching funds.

e Geographic distribution..
i. ‘Tréhsferabi;ity of findings.’
je . Cost of project and availability of non=CEIP funds.

At the conclusion of the technical review, all proposals are

ranked according to cumulative point scores awarded in each

'ofjthe—threexreview~stagesw The~CoaStal Management Progranm

Manager prepares, and submits, a,dréfﬁ'budget based on the:
ranked list of project proposals. Final project selection
is made by the Coastal Management Council in accordance with

the staté}srapproved process.

Project Selection Criteria Applieability. Project seleetion

criteria are limited to state coastal management policies.

' All prospective project applicants are notified of selection

eriteriazin the annual guidelines for applications for

assistance. The applicant may appeal to the Coastal

Management Council.



=20~ .

IV. GEstimated C.E.I.P, Assistance Required by Wisconsin

Estimated CEIP Assistance required by Wisconsin is presented in Table

1. These dollar estimates. are based: on the following assumptions:
1.~ No CEIP loan funds will be available;

2o Inflation will average: 10% per year over- the next 5 fisecal

years; and

3. If funding levels increase, administration will need to
increase, with the CEIP-cdordinator position beccming a full

. time position, with necessary support.
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Estimated. CEIP Assistance Required By Proiject Tyves for FY 1981

AND 1982

1. Wisconsin Qffice of Coastal Management
CEIP Administration, ccordination,

and technical assistance

2. Planning Projects (By Local Govermments and
" State Agencies)
Coal Transpeortation/Storage Impacts

Electric Generating Facilities Impacts

Otber-(?etrbleum, Natural Gas, Biomass,A

etc.) Impacts
3. .Environmental Recreational Loss
Projects (By Local Governments)
Coal Transportation/Storage

QOther (Petroleum, Natural Gas)

4. Total

$ 73,500
$ 210,000
$ 225,000
3 126,000
3

52,250,000
$ 315,000
$3,199,500



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED C,E.I1.P. ASSISTANCE REQUIRED BY WISCONSIN
(Thousands of Dollars)

FY b@@h. FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1965 FY 1981-1985

308{c)(1) Planning Assistance

OCM Administration/Planning 35.0 38.5 - 46.6 51:3
Local/Agency vaOumowm“ . :
Coal Transportation/Storage 100.0 110.0 121.0 133.1 146,14
Electiic .Generating Facilities 75.0 i50.0 82.5 90.8 150.0
CW—,_Q—J B ) mcoo O@QO mN-G d@.@ @.N-mw
Subtotal _ 270.0  36W.5 318.5 350.4 435.5 1,738.9

'308(d)(4) E-R Loss Assistance

Coal Transportation/Storage 1,000.0 H.wmora 1,500.0 1,650.0 1,815.0

Othepr u,_ﬁui*ﬁ : 150.0 165.9 181.5 199.7 219.6

Subtotal | 1,500 LU15.0 © L68L5  LDA%.T 2,036 8,130.8
.Aoa>r | o 1,620,0  1,779.5 2,000.0 2,200.1 2,h70.1 9,869.7

6760C - , o | . :
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